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MISSISSIPPI’'S FARMING AND NONFARMING POPULATION
A COMPARISON OF CHARACTERISTICS AND TRENDS

1950 TO 1970

While state and nation are currently

engaged in consideratipn of potential agri-

cultural scarcities and.rising food prices,
there are recent indications that the size
of the Unlted States farm population may
be ceasing to decrease. For the first t|me
in more than 20 years, the size of the
nation’s farm population maintained
relative stability for two successive years
at 4.6 percent of ‘the ‘total population
gccording to a. recent pubhcat|0n from -
the U. S. Bureau of the Census giving esti-

" ‘mates of the farm population for’ 1971
and 19721 It may be that. these?eﬁts ,

sigr ficant_ i
-vestigat and descnbé trends and changes
for

portend 'a change in farm popdlation
trends and a new empha5|s onthe signifi
cance, of the nation’ s’ agrlcultural enter-
prise. | B

In view of such
review pf recent: statistics describing
Mississippi’s f

terest. This report will in-

ssissippi farms farmers and farm

ulatlons fm‘ the period between 1950

nd 1970, and will compare the farm

populatlon wnth that of urban and rural
o

Y

’,bopulation should be of .

- a:"‘
nonfarm segments in terms of gr'dwth
trends and 1970 characteristics. -Data on
which the report is based are drawn from
both the Censuses of Agriculture (taken

‘at 5-year intervals,.the last of which was

taken in fall of 1969) and“the decennial
Censuses of PopUIatlon and Housing (the -
last of which-was taken in April, 1970).2
What-have been the overall frends for
MISSISSlppI s. farm populatlon over the
past twenty years, and partlcularly, what

-are its unlque charactenstlcs today?

ture po'ssibilities; a™

tTraditionally,

Mlssnssmpl has been
oriented toward farming, both as an
economic enterprise and as a way of life,
but sweeping changes have overtaken the
state in the last’ twenty years. In 1950,
half of her populatnon lived on farms,§
nearly 70 percent of her land was used in
farming, and 40 percent of her labor
force was engaged in farming,3 but by
1970, Mississippi had moved very close to
national modes -of populat«on ahd,

" occupational distribution. According to

the latest census, only 9.5 percent of her
populatian is now classed as’ farm '

‘residents (as compared with.4.8 percent

(e

1. U. S. Bureau of the Censys Farm Population, Series Census-ERS, P-27, EIO- 44 (June, 1973}, p-

we I'B

2.The population bases used,to descnbe the current characteristics of Mlmsslppl fafm population
e 72,577 farms and the 52,210 farm families enumerated, respectlvply, by the agricultural

census of) 1969 and population and housing census of 1970. The approximate 20,000 difference
between farms in 1969 and farm families in 1960 may be explamed in part by difference in type of

* unit used and in part by continued loss of farm populstion. A farm’does not necessarily contain a

househo!d ‘unit or a family. In addition to families, Mississippi had 5 986 households of unrelated or

; pnmary individuals and 2,651 subfamilies enumerated in the 1970 census. Differences in,the popula-

tion bases need not be a problem here, inasmuch as the interest is chiefly in the characteristics wh;h

dexnbe them. {

3. Sce Table 1'and the U. S. Bureau of the Census, /950 Census ofPopuIanon Volume 11, Part

24 (washington, D. C USGPO), Tabie 26.

Py

F?e 2 b/ﬁ/\f
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for the nation), and only 6.4 percent of
her labor forces (as compared to 2.8 per-
cent for the nation) are engaged in
farming.4 These changes in the
proportions of the state's population in-
volved in farming—changes which were
probably an inevitable outcome of the
‘modernizing trend in agriculture—have
resultéd from an unprecedented. move-
ment and relocation of large sectors of
the state population, and, along with
these movements, impressive changes in
levels of living and life styles.

Farm and Nonfarm Population Trends

While total population figures have re-
mained deceptively unchanged {a slight
1.74 percent increase in twenty years) the

farming population of the state has de- -
creased 80 percent, the number of farms -

LN

and farming units have decreased. more |

‘than 70 percent, the urban population

has .increased 62 percent, and the rural
nonfarm sector has grown by about 115
percént—a farm-to-nonfarm population
transition which ‘has effected a net

~ occupational relocation of about 40 per-

cent af the state’s population. in the
twenty year period.? ’

~ r.
. '

- e

County Distributions.of Growth Trends

Equally as impressive as the high rates

of change in the state’s farm and npnfa_rrﬁ‘
population segments is the extent to,

which the rural population change

‘blankets the entire state.” See. maps in .

LI ‘:/’ s, ‘2."
: f

Figures 1, 2,’and 4 and Table 5, giving
numerical data_qnd percent changes for
counties. Only three counties decreased
less than 70 per¢ent in farm population
during the 20 year period, and in many
cases, losses were greater than S0 percent.
Geographically, there were more counties
in the northeastern corner and eastern
half than in other sections of the state
with below average farm population
losses. However, rates of loss did not vary
extensively by region. In the change.in
the number of farms (and farmers) as
recorded by the agricultural’ censuses
(Figure 4) a geographic pattern is visible,
and the Delta shows' up as the region of

_heaviest Iq@s'. However, the loss trend is a

mattervoi’ degree rather than of funda-
mental pattern. The Delta, with its ex-
tensive farting operations, and originally
more numerous farm population is more
adaptable to mechanization and more
visible in, terms of population outmove-
ment, even though its rates of;hange for
the various residence segments are not im-

pressively different from those in other’

°

regions of the state.
In the rural nonfarm sector, all but six

.counties increased at least 50 percent,
and .in some cases, growth quadrupled.
(Figure 2). Again, no distinct geographic

pattern appears in the net rates of
growth. In fact, even for the two race
groups, the general patterns seem to
apply; although, on the- average, non-

whites had higher farm loss rates and
" lower nonfarm growth rates than did

whites. In most counties, both races ex-
perienced rural nonfarm -growth rates
which exceeded their loss rates for farm

4. U.'S. Bureau of the Census, /1970 Cém‘usj of Population, Detailed Characteristics, .Report No.

PC(1)-D26 (Washington, D.C.: USGPO) Tables 138, 173, and 174; PC(1)-C1

tion, Series Census-ERS, P-27, No. 44 (June, 1973), p. 1.
’ [ LR ; . '

5. See Tables 1 and 5.

» Table 81; Farm Populox

.
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resndenls although only in a few cases did
numerical nonfarm growth recover or ex-

: ceed the- farm Iosses. Furthermore such

loss recoveries occur almost, exclu:
srvely among the whlt:&&ulatr s inggr -
near leading urban ‘centers and may b
more of a factor.in dispérsion of urban"
growth “than. in ‘stabilization of rural
population dlstrlbunons 6

_ The growth of the: state’s ruzal non- “
farm population is both :nterestmg and

ehigmatic, in that it undoubtedly, incor-.

porates several types of growth. In one

respect, it can be seen as rural growth
which counteracts the. state’s extensive
farm pdgulation loss and may simply bea_

: varylng rates. Companson of the

anothr fifteen had moved frdm “thls
category between 1950 and 1970'and had
*En urban.component at the later date.

ive cq:ntles lost urban populanon and’

the renaining thirty-nine rncre‘ 1 at | .

and study of Tabte 5 shows that in m ny °
counties loss or{small growth of urban
population_was offsét by ‘a significant

Farmer and Farming Trends

However, changing, population and :
‘occupationall distributions give ,only %
partial descrlptlon of changes that have -,

crkange of. occupation rather than a. v "been occurring in Mississippi’s “rural’

change of residence. But, as .indicated
abo\\()e, rural nonfarm populatiory growth
must \also "be seen as containing a
su'burb\g\ and possibly an ex-urban com:
ponent, the latter resultang from a fhght
of affhuents from town 1o country

“estates. Thus, it represents a form of
-modern population grqwth which is an

alternative t6 urban concentration and
centralization. o _
The distribution of urban population -

growth is less uniform, and identifyinga -

populations, her farming enterprlse and.
her farrn populatron: Tables 1 ar;d 2,
dr'}vn from the agricultural censuses, give | '

stayistical summaries of changes in Gharac-
teristics of Mississippi farms, farmers, and -

" <’farm industry. Tables 3 and 4, drawn

from t'he“' population and housing .
censuses, compare 1970 population ot
characterlstacs fof the state’s urban, réral
nonfarm, and.rlral farm populatlons

While the state’s farm population has
been drastically reduced in size smce

definitive pattern of change is even more ” 1950, the amount of land used .in"agri-~

elusive than+it was for the state’s n{JraI
segments. Actually, -the urban growth .

. cannot be epralned in itself, but must

also (even more so than for,}the farm
populatlon) be looked at in terms of how
it.relates to rural nonfarm trerlds. 'Urban
residence is based on politically deflned
boundarigs, and its growth depends to a
large exfsnt on the h penstance ‘of
political annexation. As’t e 'map (tht)re
3) shows, twenty-three counties were i .
defined as totaily rural. in '19'70,’ralthc$ugh

culture has remained relatively high. As
Table "1 shows, the 1969 Census of Agri-
culture enumerated less than one-third as

' many farmers in 1969 as were counteJun <

1950 but the amount-of acrea'ge the state
" devoted to farming was about 80 percent:
-of the 1950 amount. This trend toward a

. lowe¥ farm population density is also re- =

: figcted by the fact that average size of a

..,. farm in 1969 was two-and-one-half times

‘the 1950 average size, having increased
from 81 to 221 acres.

¥

6. See, for mstance Adams, Goorge, Green, G

rp/ada Hancock Harrison, .?:kson Jones, Lamar,

Lawrence, Lowndes, Marshall' Pear! River, Perry, Rankin, and Warren Countiefin Table 5. - "})

-

-+ : -
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. The overall .picture given by these *
{?.!atistics .and those that follow is a rapid

change in- Mississippi from a labor-in-
tensive small farm system with high

" proportions of tenancy to large-scale

mechanized farming with predominant)y
ownership ten'Ure ‘The proportian of full
owners among Mississippi farmers in 1969
was nearly twiceshat found in"1950, and
the farm tenadAcy percent was cut by 80
percent. Not only was farm population
loss disproportionately concentrated in
the tenardcy group, it was especially pro-
nounced among black tenants. Table 1

" shows, also, that while the proportions of

owner-operators who are black remained

relatively constant over the 20-year

period, the percent of the tenant group
who arg black changed from 72.5 percent -
in 1950 to 41.8 percént in 1969—or from
a predominantly blaék to a predominant-
ly white group. Part of the decrease in the
proportion of tenancy, however, can un-
ddubtedly be accounted for by increased
use.of hired farm workers. While the last
agricultural, census does not give data o

1 the number of hired farm workers as

earlier censuses did, it does show that the

proportion of farms using hired help in-_

creased more between 1964 and
1969—from 41.2 to 49.6 percent—than in
any of the preceding periods. .
Thus, the model 1970 Mississippi
farmer, as contrasfed\ with his 1950
version, may be describeth as - typically
white and typically an owner-operator. In

' terms of age, he averaged eight years
__older than he did in 1950; and, i;((dct, 22

percent of his number was p retire-
ment age as compared with, 13~percent 20
years earlier. The 1970 farmer was. also

-mere li than his 1950 predecessor to

live: somewhere else than on the farm he

i . -

operated' (16.6%) or to be workirg) off

ther farm he operated (44.0%). However,

the propbrtions of farms classed as part:

" ,time or retirement did not change signifi-

cantly - between 1959 and 1969, their .
combinted percents .ranging between 43
and 47 percent. e

While somewhat difficult to assess,
part-timé farming, as well as occupation
and resid¥hce patterns which’ combine
town and farm components are apparent-

ly a continuous and possibly an increasing

type o aptation to changing organiza-
tion of the agricultural enterprise. It has
long béen thought that part-time farming
was used by many as a means for leaving
agriculture’ and entering the non-farm

* " labor force. This may still be the case, or
" it may be that these farm and non-farm

combinations of work and residence
patterns.are a way of adoptlng an urban

. life style without glvmg up profitablé or

enjoyable agrlculgural operat‘ions.7 Table’

'3, which compares the 1970 industry dis-

tribution of the farm resident work force

~with that for urban and rural nonfarn’

grolips, also substantiates the thesns that
town' and, country residence, occupation,
and life style patterns are interwoven and
interdependent. Data from this.table are
dlscussed further below. \\
Farm 'Operaifon Change e
SR N
Table 1 also gives a thimbnail sketch
of changes in the nature of farming opera-

“tions in the staté over the 1950-to-1970

period. While the proportion of Mississip-
pi farmers engaged in commercial farming
enterprises has remained relatively un-
changed, the level of operation, the mix
of farming enterprises and degree of
mechanization have not. ' Corporate

7. Ellen S, Bryant and Kit Mui Leung,M:ssrssrpp: Farm Trends 1950-1964, MAFES Bullentin No.

754 (December, 1967) Pp. 56

e

v

N\ \
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TABLE 1- CHARACTERISTICS OF MISSISSIPPI FARMS AND FARM OPERATORS
1950 TO 1969

. . . . . .
X » . N . N -
1‘( : :
v

v ¢ -
' Characteristic - 1969 1964 1959 1950
Farmers. . —
' ‘ ‘ . PR
_ Number - . 72577 109,141 138,142 251,383
Percent change per penod § . -33.5 210 45,0 .4‘,6a
Full-owners ' . . ‘ : - ’
' Percent of total ' 72.3 59.2 . 54.0 41.0
Percent white 76.7 77.6 764 77.4
Percent nonwhite 233 224 23.6 22,6
Tenants _ .o o
. Percent of total ' ». 9.0 235 ° 323 . 516,
Percentwhitd - 506 - 275 27.8 275
! t nonwhite 40.4 72.5 722 725
rcent 6% and over - 221, 20.1 180 ° ~§3.1
MeXsi | ©° . " B4l 528 . 512 462
Percent working off their farmsb 44.0 " 340 - 209 . 1758
Percent residing off farm operated 16.6 75 5.0 29
Farms .. " : ¥ e -
--Nufnber , - S 72,577 109,141 138,142 251 ,83 _
Percent of land aréa i farms 53.0 - .- 587  * 616 _ 8.5
Awerage acres per farm . L 2210 162.6 - 1349 . 824 4
By economic class . S
Percent commercial® - T4 373 © 330 . 0290 4 NA
Percent part-time _ - 299 .. 266 - 3134 NA
- Percent {)?\n retirement .. 166~ . 167 155 .  NA
Percent using hired workers- _ 496 .42 %3 368 .¢( 323
Percent with income from: ™ / : Cs
s+ = Customwork and agricultural serwces i7.4 -NA NA | NA
- Recreational serviges .11 03 NA . NA
-.Government farm programs 441 - NA NA NA -
Percent of commercial farmsCwith: . . _ T
Corporate ownership 15" - NA . NAV-' ~NA
~ Sales of $100,000 5 42 34 . ‘NA ~ NA  F
Percent of state’s farm_ |ncome from: v E \
Crops N Y 448 648 613 - \ 74 0
Forest products =, 1.3 - A0 1.6 » :
. Livestock and their products 54.0 3% 368 . - 24.0
, {continued on' page 6) p n * N
- » : 7 . ' ’ _ “

N . ‘ e
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Characteristic 1969 1964° 1959 .. 1950 -
" Percent wi : _ § : :
Telephones . . o NA . "402 = 267 ‘ 65 _
_ Home Freezers . NA 664 426 45
> Automobiles v 60.4 65.1 528 26.8
Trucks 69.3 55.5 ,445" 20.0
- Tractors {npt garden) P ;9,9.4. *475 372 12.9
& Percent\cj ngé; 1945 to 1950. oy~ o

b. 100 days or more N
c. Farms with sales of $2, 590 or more.

.

. il
' -

SOURCES: U. S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Agriculture, 1969 Vol. 1, Part 33 ‘

.(Washmgton D. C.: USGPO), Tables 3, 4, 6, and 12; 1964, Table 1, 3,4, and 5; 1959

Table 4; 1950, Vol 1, Part 22, Part A, Table 16% A g .

T

ownership characterized 1.5 percent of
Mississippi’s farms in 1969 and 4 percent

-had sales of more than $100000

Further, nearly 70 percent of Mississippi’s,
farms were equipped with tractors in
1969, whereas, in 1950 only 13,3 percent
were. The sources of farm income shifted _
noticeably away from crops and to live-
stock between 1950. and 1969 and, in

- addition, other ?im'portant sources of in-
"come were reported for the first time at ,

.obtalned income, agncultural ustom and

the later date. These were government
farm programs, from wh;ch 44.8 percent

Agr'cultural census statrstut:s.
units* in terms of crop and llvestock pro-
duction are not as easy t evaluate as the
statistics discussed in’ z—e- above para- ..
graph; however, they bear.out the same
trends and fill in some interesting details.
For ‘instance, Table 2 shows that 73.4
percent of the state’s farms harvested
crops even though only 44.8 percent of
thg state’s farm income came from sales
of crops (Table 1)..Similarly, the propor-/
tion of farmers withivestock was higher
than . the proportron of the state s farm

Ty

incorme from livestock. It is mterestlng to
note that in many cases the percent of
farms ‘reporting raising a particular kind

"of crop or livestock has declined rather
“'than increased. Exceptioks are soybeans,

sorghum, vegetables, and broilers.' Pro-

- duct specialization seems to He one of the

developing trends ‘among MISSISSIppI

- farmers,

. &
Farm Levels__of Living .
k.

. Farm levels gf/living, in terms of- con-
venienges, also 4

+ proved, although the data given are some- .

. what lindited. Tables 1 and 4 both con-

m to be notlceably im-

tain sorhe of these items.  Automotive
transport seems' to be accessible to the™
vast majority of farmers, in that 60 pér-
cent reporfed having automobiles and 69
‘percent ireported havid® trucks.” While.
some truck owners undoubtedly $fo had
autes, it does not seem reasonable™to as-

" sume a 100 percent overlap., The 1970 .

populatien’ céhsus also gives data ifidica-
ting 'automgtive affluence for Mississippi
farmers; showing' that 27 percent had
more than one automobile available. This
proportion was somewhat higher than

* that for the rural _nonfa'rrg category, and
» - : .

£
- >
. ’

9 - .



FARMING & NONFARJIIING POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS & TRENDS 1950 TO 1970

TABLE 2 - PERCENT OF.FA,
LIVESTOCK »

MISSI SIPPI 1950 TO 1969 -

.

1S RAISING VARIOUS TYPES OF CROPS AND ~

/ s ‘ R - .
! Product ' 1969 - 1964 ~ 1959 . 1950
All farms ) . A
Number 72,577 109,141 138,142 251,383
. Percent 100.0 1000 , 100.0 100.0
Percent harvesting cropland 734 ' .8038 85.6 - 91.3
Percent harvesting: L C o
Corn (all purposes) - 324 52.4 66.8 74.0
. Sorghum (grain of seed) ) " 06 0.2 0.4 02°
Grain Wheat ! 1.4 1.7 - 0.9 0.2
‘ Soybeans (for beans) . 17.3 80 70 . 1.7
Hayd - 30.2 NA NA . NA
Cotton 394" 46.5 56.0 - 75.9
. Peanuts (for nuts) P 38 . 49 4.6 ‘4.9 “
"Land in orchards ) 3.7 59 7.8 303 -
Vegetables for satg - 5.1 .41 48’ 4.3
. «
" Percent with: b : :
Cattle and Calves 0.0 -76.4 72.6 679 -
Milk Cows - 18.5 - 344 474 " 61.2
. Hogs and Pigs 3.4 35 “62.3 67.4
. Sheep and Lambs, 0.6 0.7 1.0 0.5
ChickensP 22:6 50.8 700 .  834¢
Bronlersd 2.4 NA NA NA
a. Excludes sorghum‘%y Y

b. Includes chickens three months and,older.
c. Includes chlcker\s four months and older.
d. Includes;meattype chickens less than three months old."

NOTE: NA indicates data are not available. ‘

SOURCE: Computed from data in U. S. Bureau of the Census Censuy, of”Agr/cu/ture,-

¢ census for.1970 (Table 3) gives.the per-

’

Fable 6 and8)\

‘surprlsmgly»close to the urban popula-
tion’s 34.2.percent. THe agricultural cen-
sus of 1964 reported that the percent of
ownership of telephones and freezers
among Mississippi f‘armers had i
to.40.2 arid 66.4 percent, resgéctively.
s While the 1969 agricultural censifs does
ot report these figures, the population

cent of ownership among ?r\m‘ house-

’

reased _

.‘-

. h‘oldsbof freezers at 7'1‘.5 percent. Tele-

vision .ownership was reported for 90.6

1969 ‘Mississippi, Vol.. 1, Part 33 (Washington, D C. USGPO) Tables 7 and 8; 7959, .

percent of farm housing units. The urban

population, by comparison, has a slightly
higher ‘rate of television- gwnership
(93.1%) but a much |0W€fdy\z)f food
freezer ownership (34.3%). The state’s
farm population was~also ahead of its

urban counterpart in terms of having

clothes dryers and dishwashers. _

I

10,
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Rural an.d U‘rban Population‘Charaete:_ristics ",

Nevertheless, in spite of changes
“stzeable proportion of farm® households in

MlSSlSSlppl retained . some ‘of the charac-"
~ the urban and nonfarm populations. In
groups display (whether

ter'l ics typrcally ‘associated” wrth.low-
mcome rural populatnons. Followlng the

tabulatron on possessuon of apphances in -

Table 3 .are statistics. on households lack-
mg flush toilets and plped water. [t ¢an
"be seen that about one-fourth ofall reral

households ‘w:ked plped water and about

one-third lacked flush toilets.- .
Farm and urban differences also show
up among educatiof ‘and ‘economic char-
acteristics. Farm families had lower
median fa fer&uy incomes, lower education-
al and vqcational training levels, and high-
er proportions .of its families below the
level than ‘nonfarm families.
However,, it is the Negro farm categoryl
where income and education levels were
lowest and poverty levels highest. In fact,
these statistics indicate that persistence of,
low socioeconbmic levels in Mississippi
seems to be riuch more a problem of the.

. Negro f\amily than of the farm farhily, per

se. Combparing the category of “highest
Negro family median income {urban at

—$3,865) with the lowest whige (rural farm

at $5,890) the latter is segn to be 50 per-

. gent higher than the former. Similarly,
- the differences in proportions below the

poverty: level were much greater in the .
white-black comparisons than in the

'urban-farm comparisons. More than two-

thirds of all rural black families, whether _
farm or nonfarm, were classed as having .
incomes below poverty level. In urban
areas, close to half were below this level.

V\bﬂntes on the other hand, had 10 per- °

o

;'b p poverty level

- .can only be sur

2 . ©

_'cer‘(t of their urban.families and about 2C
pefcent of their rural’ families at below

Female participation in. th\labor force
was noticeably lower in the farnt than in

fact, for all
white, Negro, total female labor-force; or
mothers with small childrenjunder six)
there is a progressive decline as one moves
- from left to rrght in the table (fronr urban
to farm). Reasdns for these differences
cannot be detected from these data. It
jsed that the variat?ons

may be related toidifferential family size,
a higher average fgesfor farm -wives, in-

volvement of family workers in unpaid

farm labor, or _perhaps isolation from

access to job market areas. It is also

possible that the lower proportigns of

rural women engaged in gainful work has

v, an effect in helping hold farm family in-
- pomes at their comparatively low level.

entries” in .Table _3 are those giving the
proportions of thewwork force in the
various residence 'c:@o\ﬁ employed: in
agricylture, - mining,”
rnanuiactu:ing While the rural‘farm
populatlon did indeed_have the hjghest™
proportion of its work force engaged in
-agrrculture, it is somewhat surprrsnng'.that
only about one-third of it was so

mployed.
hat the farm - population cpntributed
very nearly the same proportions to the
othex labor, force categories listed as the

urban population did. The low median in-’

gome of farm families was of necessity
xrawn” from, more than farm sources.
What it woulcf have been wrthout such

o

™~ .

Persllaps the most interesting of the’

construttion,. and -

It is also interesting to note

[

breadwin

L 7

L3 ,

o -

- - .
8. It st%:: be noted that: work force includes all'employed family members, and vvhule the’ major
'L ay be a fulltume farmer, several other family members may have nonfarm jobs.
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o ARMING & NONFARMING POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS& TRENDS 1950 T0 1970
e .
T ble "SOCIO ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF URBAN - AND RURAL:' -
~RESID o P
- Er st ‘MI_SSISSIPPI, 1970 L ',v
R R
Percent of Occupied Housing Unrts Wrth o . o , e
g TWo'or More Au‘tom?brles <. 342 o 26.§_-' 269 o
.-Clothis Washing Machine . AN . 66,7 .., 682 76 - -
Clothes Dryer « . /# " & T 308 721 3,‘1; ,223
Djghwasher S e 169 . 770000 CeF
Food:Freezer - o 343, ' ¢ 53. 3." e ‘,71'.5,,‘_
+. - Television | o -~ R G 93.1 r__' "'899 ' .'" - .-(90.6’_-.,';_'1"“
Without: S REE L ot
‘Piped Water ' . j 20 L 248 7 269 L
-Flush Toilets 3.7 03090 335" '
Percent d%Work Force 16+ Employ it - BT 7("_{: T
Agricultire, ¥oresgry and Flsherres < T e 8 -34.4 SNEREE
ommng Ly e e T
- Construction L - 5660 B v 87
Manufacturing: . " R ?05 o VJ ® 325 238 °
Median Family Income - *° ° .° 7. ‘7300 - 5309 . 43%6
7. White .- - . -“-v{‘ g ';."_888743% - . 6696 o, 5890 |
. Negro S Do «,3_,355{-: 772856 - $ 2407 /7
Percent of Famnhes Below Poverty Level cAN2v200 00 361 0 364
~ White. | "% 020 77 209 210 .
Negro.. ' .0 @ . 491 872 :
Median Yearé’of*School Comp1eted SN -
Mates 29+, - 12.1,,' N v
T/ whife L 125N \ B
Negfo.. ' -~ - -v R Y A
«Females 25+ et s 120 ‘ ]
White o 0 T Y2 1A ,
Ne‘gro, o - - , "8.6, ", - 7.7 o *
"Percent of Persons. 16 64 with - - N LT L
' 'Vocational Tranﬁng T, . ’ R
Male - R L 22.8 7300 T 4
Female _ S : = Z L1647 - 114 - 907
Percent of Females in Labor Forcg 16+ _ A ot SR
Al < .. _ S - - A I
White . - :; 47 [ 3%5 .30
Negro Yo a2t 3 e ‘_24,2 S
~ With Own Children Under 6 . S 3 380 " 30.2,
< White , 368 . - -362. 306
. Negro -~ SR A - SR
7’ L L . (conn'nued on page'lIO)""' o . .
L w, © . TH . . N . » :
r‘ . } . 12 v - ' . " ° o : .
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*In numbers; the urban wock force - 351,496; rural norifarm - 305,443; rural farm -

62 ,009 -
**With,less than 15 years of scbool

SOURCES U.'S. Bureau of the Census, 7970 Census of Popu/at/on General Social
and Econom/c Characteristics, Report No. PC(1)-C26 (Washington, D. C.: USGPO)

Corrected Tables 53, 55, 57, 58, and 51; 1970 Ce;?sus of Housing, Detailed Housznq '
Characteristics, Report Ne. HC(1) B26, Corrected Tables 31 and 32.° _

Y

sources is impossible to 4@ow from these
data. However it would almost certalnly
" have, been lower than reported. It is also

worth noting ‘that it was the state’s rural‘
nonfarm rather than its urban population

that was the most significant.contributor
to the state’s manufacturlng work force.

Traditional’ urban-rural fertility
differentials were also :apparent in a
limited way in the 197Q population of
the state. As Table 4 shows, farm popula-

tions tended to have slightly - higher' '

average family sizes than urbani residents,
but-'slightly smaller ones than the rural

. honfarm category. In all residence droups,

the female headed families. had the
highest® averageA Farrn families had the
Iargest percentage of the very Iarge
famllres Better than 13 percent of
famities* had seven or more members com-
pareiq.\_to 8 percent for urban’ families.
Similarly, fertility levels, as measured by
the cumulative statistic of number of

children ever born to women at or past

) child .bearing ages were higher in rural

areas and highest for the rural farm
population. However, -differences were
larger within the Negrg than within the
non-Negro population. For the first
group, farm mothers have averaged 1.8
more children per woman than their

urban unterpart. In the non-Negro . .

population, the average difference’ per
. mother is .7 children.

In the 20 through 24 age group,
differences in the number of children ever
born”to urb and rural women were con-

rably less. HHere, differénces between

—

12

urban. and farm' groups for Negroes
averaged only .5 children per mother,
while the 'non-Negro group showed a
- variation of only .3 children per mother.
The highest black rates still occured in
the farm popnlation, but for  non-
Negroes, rural nonfarm fertility .was
slightly higher than that for- the farm
group. If one can assume that the
differences betweén the number of births
for the 20-24 year group and . the total
15-and-over group are vndlcatlve of a con-
tinuing trend, it is reasonablé-to predict
that within the near future birth rates for .
“rural andn farm families a_lxull not differ
from those for families living in the city.

. .

Summary and Conclusion

MISSISSIppl s farm populat:on has ex-

' perlenced dramatic .changes . during the-
twenty’year perlod between 1950 and
1970 Outstanding improvements in farm -
mechan:zatlon, ownershlp tenure, auto-
motive transportation, and possession of
convenience appliances:have been noted. -
However, some problems remain. Aboyt
25 percent of rural housing, both farm
and nonfarm, still has deficiencies in the
maost essential pf all home conveniences—
piped water. An even larger percent lacks -
flush toilets.

Rural life styles, as measured i)y in-
come and ‘education levels, are .
approaching those of the urban residents
for the state’s whNe population. But, the
black .farm oopulation continues*to ex-
hibit the lovsest income and education

PR { -
1\) "v:m : i '



FARMING & NONFARMING POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS & TRENDS 1950 TO 1970

v a

TABL’jd RAMILY AND FERTILITY CHARACTERISTICS .
FOR URBAN AND RURAL RESIDENTS :
) " MISSISSIPPI, 1970 -, >
. LT 4 Rural ~«  Rural
Character,lst-lc - \ - Urban ~ Nonfarm - Farm
Number of Famlllesa g . ‘ .
Total : . 240,340 - 241,894. 52,210
White : 71,71 167,419 35,099
Negro - 68,192 73815 17,063
Number of Subfamlllesb( o . .
Total 4 . 9,372 : 11,601 . 2,651
White - w7 o 3,499 4433 | 1,086
Negro . ] 5,858 7,125 1,549
Average Size of Families :
All ; ‘ 3.68 3.98 394
Husband/Wife . o 3.67 3.99 3.93
Female Head 3.75 4.07 . 4.16
Percent of Families with ’
7+ Members : 8.0 T 122 13.3
Percent of Families with . ., ' R
Head Only in Labor Force 38.8 36.3 - . 37.7
Number of Children Ever Born - tor
Per 1000 Women Ever Married . |
.Aged: . ' * ,-e*‘
- 15+ ;
Totat - ’ 2,634 © 3,368 .- 3,744
- Non-Negro . ) 2,319 2,854 . if 3,063
Negro- & - . - 3,383 . 4,495 i 5,137
2024 7
Total . 1,123 - 1,470 © 1,613
Non-Negro 903 - 1,214 +f 1,189
Negro - 1 ,804 2206 | 2,339

a. A famlly is a group of two or more people residing together who are related by
blood, marriage or adoption. All such persons are consndered one family even though
they may include a subfamily. ' Z

b. A subfamily is a married couple ora parent -child group relate
living quarters of the family head. .

SOURCES: U. S. Bureau of the Census, 7970 Census of opu/at/on Detailed
Characteristics, Mississippi, Report No. PC(1)-D26 {Washington, D C. USGPO) Table
157, 158, and 161; Report No. PC(1)-G26, Corrected Table 52.

to and shanng the

-

levels of all the groups examined. How- clusion that rural farm poverty in Mis-
. ever, urban blacks are not impressively sissippi is not so much, a problem of in-
better off than farm blacks, and these  -efficient agricultural production as it is a
data give stroné support for the con- problem of (a disadvantaged minority

=
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group, many of whose members have not
yet made sufficjent economic and educa-
tional achievement to be, classed as
a\/érage Mississippians.

Small and seemingly residual urban-
rural dnfferéhces were found for family
size, fertility ratios, and female participa-
tion in the labor force, indicating,
perhaps, a somewhat greater tendency for

. persistence of a family-cehtered life style
among rural than amorig non-rtral

populations.
In terms of future populatnon drs-

tributions and their economic and
" political impact, the -most significant
pattern suggested by this’ statistical
.description of Mississippi farm i)opulatio'n

is the trend toward nixing farm and off-’

farm occupations and residences. Farmers
‘do not necessarily live on their farms; the
majority of the employed persons living
| on 'farr_ns work”.at nonfarm occupations.
Thus,” many Mississippians have adapted
to the state’s changing economic and
technological bases by combining aspects
of. the agricultural and the urban-in-
dustrial occupations and.activities. The
\I)', e style they have developed are
dependent on both agricultural and non-
farm bases; and the interdependence of
town and country has become more than
a symbiosis of_ indultries; it has
penetrated . the household unit an in-
dividual breadwinners. The days of a
clearly defined*farm block as well as the
community-bounded rural way of life
may be over. Industrial interdependence
has established farm-to-factory

corr'lmuting' and urban types'of con-
veniences for the rural Mississippian. 'If
these ki_nd§ of occupational and residence
patterns continue, it would seem that

pbpulation distribution patterns could be "~ - -

kept relatively flexible, and Mississippi
may in the future be able to avoid-dense

urban concentratnons which characterlze"‘

so much of the nation.

However, while |mpressive social and’

economic changes have occurred among

" Mississippi’s- farming. populatioh and the

future mix and distribution of rural .and
urban populations and occupafions are
promising, the most dramatic {(and the

most meannngful in terms of impact on.

individual human lives). aspect of the
twenty years of change in Mnss:ss:ppl s

" population has been the tremendous re-

duction in the size of the state’s farming
population. In the space of two decades,
the state’s agriculture has changed from
an essentially self-sufficient family farm

v

type of, pro&pction to one which is’

essentially of -an industrial-commercial
nature, efficiently maintained by a much
‘smaller expenditure of manpower. |
Whether or not farm population size
has reached its lowest level or whether it
will continue to decline further will not
be known for several years. However, the:
rate of decline as experiended during the
past twenty years cannot continue and
loss rate must_level off if the state agri-

- cultural enterprise continues to develop

and proceeds to participate in' a growing
. . L]
international -market for farm products.



FARMING &'NONFARMING POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS & TRENDS 1960 TO 1970
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Figure 1 |
Farm Population Losses
Mississippi Counties

"1950-1970

 Below Average Losses I=M)

Above Average Losses m"'

Average Loss = 80.8%
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FARMING & NONFARMING POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS & TRENDS 1950 TO 1970
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Figure'h '
Loss of Farming Units
Mississippl Cobnties
1950-1970

f

.Losses of:
50'69-”
70-79.9%
80+%

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



- County Total  Urben ‘ Rural Total Uban Runal ‘
I \’. - Nonfarm Fam | | ‘anfa?m | farm .
‘4" o f/ ' \"‘)f‘ :
CSae L I SR
Tot - 326912 91302 00021 NGB . AT H2E1 . HMY 083
Wit 1304901 653482 B)4T1 119968 M6 4T4B8 T lgno 6.1
Nonwhites 821091 333800 307806 9035 1699 PRGN Y
Adams - L vee |
Tol 323 19704 AT 0 HBEL 33 0 HEM5 ¢ O3
Whie 1941 o | ogs M6 4009 B W0 85
., Nowhite 17879 9%9  -17M 196, . HMI00TC 001, 464 948
°?A|corn _'\- R i . - .
S Tow N9 1512 2651 208 008 H8 - #6181 643
Whitt -~ B0 97 M 2198 4205 4328 4169031 7528
Nowhite 329 205 . % . 188 B 441 4% 4708
Amie I - R B
ol 13763 - 05 818 BEE - 4500 %
White . 6,821 - B3 148 N6 - B M
Notwhite ' 6.942 - B89 13B 0 B - MY B8
Attala - - . | } - o
Total 9510 726 9108 319 285 4760 MSIS3 403
White .- M54 450 5180 1865 B HL0 H850 709
Nowhite 78620 S9B 1% J08 0 08 WY B
Benton L | - | .
Tl . 7505 - 583 1867 M5 - L MR8 758
A\;:ite 435 -3 188 - R MY
Nonwhite 3,149 . I Vi) L= H0B3TTY 7687
] ) ' d',/
20 L

TABLES - AURAL AND URBAN POPULATION TRENDS, 195070 1970 FOR HISSISSIPI COUNTIES BY RAGE

. ,Percentéhange1950-197q :
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, 1970‘Populat’ion
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